The prytany, with number and name not given, was clearly the 9th, and I equated Elaphebolion 22 with Prytany IX 23 on the assumption that the first six prytanies of the year had 29 days each and the last six 30 days each.4 This is correct for an ordinary year, and the date by month Eva6T' gust' Etcoa8a shows that Elaphebolion was a full month of 30 days. ' If the year was intercalary the prytanies were of 32 days each, and dates by prytany ranging from Tpt This occurrence of the same anomaly again in Elaphebolion, only three years later, strengthens the case for 298/7 as an intercalary year.
In the year of Pytharatos (271/0) there can be no doubt that the year was intercalary, for the first prytany contained 32 days and the equation Prytany II 7 Metageitnion 9 shows no irregularity.8 Again extra days were added in Elaphebolion, for which there is indisputable evidence on the stone in an inscription of the 9th prytany.9 This too was an intercalary year in the Metonic cycle, being 10th in the series of 19 in the 9th cyclical period.
In view of these examples, and in view of the prevalence of irregularities in other years in Elaphebolion,10 it is my judgment now that the year 298/7 should be taken as intercalary, with the corollary that 297/6 should be recorded as ordinary.
The next irregularity in following the Metonic order of intercalations appears in 280/79, at the commencement of the 9th cycle. Here the year should be ordinary, and it was, indeed, for many years so assigned. But Kirchner's recantation about the text of the relevant inscription I.G., I12 years ago cited the examples known to him."' My own reaction to Dow's analysis was to consider it too schematic, and to hold that one ought not to -entertain rigid rules for such a non-essential element in the body of a decree or in its preamble as mere punctuation,'7 and yet I know of no instance of a vacant space coming as punctuation between a date by month and its corresponding date by prytany. When punctuation was employed these dates were considered as a double item and treated as a unit. If a parallel for the uninscribed space before [,38o0'u] ? in line 4 can be found it will be a very rare phenomenon indeed.
I have returned to the study of this text many times in the thirty odd years since 1936, and have gleaned more letters than I found for the first publication. 
